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PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REASONS FOR REQUESTING REVIEW

The following Reasons are submitted with the "PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST
FOR REVIEW" form PTO/SB/33 and A NOTICE OF APPEAL in compliance with 37 CFR
41.31.

In an Office Action dated June 1, 2005, the Examiner maintained the rejection ofclaims

1-2, 5-8, and 11-12 under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as anticipated by United States Patent No.

6,603,470 to Deering (hereafter "Deering"). Applicants respectfully submit that the this

rejection contains clear error because at least one claim limitation is not taught by Deering.

In the Response to the Non-Final Office Action filed by Applicants on March 14, 2005 at

pages 6-7, applicants provided a clear and concise explanation as to why Deering fails to

anticipate claims 1-2, 5-8, and 1 1-12,

In addition to the arguments previously presented, applicants provide the following

arguments in support ofthe position the Deering fails to anticipate claims 1-2, 5-8, and 1 1-12.

The present invention enables a server to control an off-screen surface of a particular size or type

to be formed within the client's memory. The off-screen surface is used to update the client's
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on-screen surface. See present application, paragraphs 17 and 18. A coordinate system

corresponding to the client's display surface is used to define a strip that is to be displayed at the

client In other words, a beginning and an endpoint coordinate ofa strip is based on the

coordinate system corresponding to the client's display surface. Furthermore, because the

coordinate system corresponds to the client's display surface, the coordinate system must only be

a two-dimensional coordinate system.

In Deering, the coordinate system is based on a predetermined sphere. See Deering

Abstract. The center ofthe sphere is the origin ofa set ofx-y-z axes. Vectors and points are

represented using this three-dimensional coordinate system. Deering does not teach or suggest

that the coordinate system based on the predetermined sphere corresponds to a display surface

associated with a client. Additionally, it does not make sense for a three-dimensional coordinate

system to correspond to a display surface associated with a client, since the display surface is

only two-dimensional. In general, Deering is about how to compress surface normals in three-

dimensional graphical data. There is no motivation for one ofordinary skill in the art to modify

the teachings ofDeering to have a two-dimensional coordinate system that corresponds to a

display surface associated with a client, because such modification would render the system and

method taught by Deering inoperable. In other words, compression of surface normals in three-

dimensional graphical data using only a two-dimensional coordinate system is not possible.

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that Deering does not teach or

suggest the limitation ofa coordinate system corresponding to a region ofa display surface

associated with the client, as required by independent claims 1,6,7, and 12, and their dependent

claims. Applicants respectfully request that the panel allow the claims because they are not

anticipated by Deering.

Additionally, the Examiner maintained the rejection ofclaims 3 and 9 under 35 U.S.C.

§103(a) as obvious over Deering in view ofUnited States PatentNo. 5,883,640 to Hsieh et al.

(hereafter "Hsieh"). Also, the Examiner maintained his rejection ofclaims 4 and 1 0 under 35

U.S.C. §l03(a) as obvious over Deering in view ofUnited States Patent PublicationNo.

2003/0084052 to Peterson (hereafter "Peterson"). These rejections are improper because (1)

each and every claim element of claims 3, 4, 9, and 10 are not taught by the combination ofthe

various references and (2) the suggestion or motivation to combine the references as provided by
the Examiner is improper.
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In the Response to the Non-Final Office Action filed by Applicants on March 14, 2005 at

page 8, applicants provided a clear and concise explanation as to why Deering in combination

with Hsieh or Peterson doesn't teach or suggest the invention as claimed.

Further and with regard to claims 3 and 9, Hsieh foils to cure the deficiency ofDeering.

Hsieh does not teach or suggest the limitation ofa coordinate system corresponding to a region

ofa display surface associated with the client Hsieh discusses how to improve graphics

performance by caching alphanumeric strings on a local computer. Nowhere does Hsieh discuss

a client server network or rending a strip on a display surface that is associated with a client.

Therefore, there is no motivation for one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the teachings of

Hsieh to arrive at the claimed invention. As such, Hsieh does not teach or suggest the limitation

ofa coordinate system corresponding to a region ofa display surface associated with the client.

Accordingly, the combination ofDeering and Hsieh does not teach or suggest the

limitation ofa coordinate system corresponding to a region ofa display surface associated with

the client, as required by claims 3 and 9. Applicants respectfully request reconsider and

withdraw the rejection ofclaims 3 and 9 as obvious under 35 US.C; §l03(a)>

With regard to claims 4 and 10, Peterson feils to cure die deficiency ofDeering. Peterson

does not teach or suggest the limitation ofa coordinate system corresponding to a region ofa

display surface associated with the client, Peterson discusses a computerized information

retrieval system that enables information to be classified and graded with actual or virtual storage

correlated to the system ofclassification and grading, so that the retrieved data may have a

greater likelihood ofbeing quality information. Nowhere does Peterson discuss a client server

system or a coordinate system associated with a display surface. Therefore, there is no

motivation for one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the teachings ofPeterson to arrive at the

claimed invention. As such, Peterson does not teach or suggest the limitation of a coordinate

system corresponding to a region ofa display surface associated with the client.

Accordingly, the combination ofDeering and Peterson does not teach or suggest

the limitation ofa coordinate system coixesponding to a region ofa display surface associated

with the client, as required by claims 4 and 10. Applicants respectfully request reconsider and

withdrawthe rejection of claims 4 and 10 as obvious under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a).
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